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Summary of Representations and Comments and the Planning Department’s Response
in respect of the Draft Sai Ying Pun & Sheung Wan Outline Zoning Plan (OZP) No. S/H3/33

(GROUP 1)

(1) The grounds and proposals of representers (TPB/R/S/H3/33-1 to 8 (part) and 9 to 12), as well as PlanD’s responses are summarised below:

Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

1
(Urban Renewal
Authority(URA))

(a) Support Item A1 as it is in line with the direction
of URA for the area.

Grounds of Representations
(b) The building height restriction (BHR) of 12

storeys imposed for 4-6 Chung Wo Lane is not in
line with the current height profile of 3 to 6
storeys.

(i) Noted.

(ii) The “R(C)” zoning with a maximum PR of 5 and a BHR of 12 storeys
is considered appropriate for the Representation Site A5 as the
existing buildings there are separated from the building clusters along
Wa In Fong East and Shing Wong Street, and such zoning is
applicable to areas with similar characteristics on Hong Kong Island.
Given the adjoining areas are zoned “R(A)” with a BHR of 150mPD
to 160mPD on the OZP, the “R(C)” zoning would also serve as a
transition between “R(A)” sites and the tenement buildings fronting
Staunton Street, which is zoned “OU(Residential, Institutional and
Commercial Uses)”.  Besides, according to the OZP, “R(C)” zone is
intended to preserve the local character and to avoid adverse visual,
air ventilation and a traffic impacts from more intensive development.

(c) The BHR of 4 storeys imposed on some of the
existing buildings which are up to 6 storeys in
height is not justified.

(iii) According to the Notes of the OZP for the “OU(Residential,
Institution and Commercial Uses)” zone, those buildings with a BH
of more than 4 storeys are allowed to be developed/redeveloped up to
the height of existing building (in terms of number of storeys).
Hence, the current BHR of 4 storeys would not affect their
redevelopment potential.

(d) The existing streets and lane pattern in the area
has a strong historical background and is a

(iv) All the existing stepped streets and pedestrian lanes, namely Chung
Wo Lane, Wa In Fong East, Wa In Fong West, and the back lanes
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

distinguish component within the urban setting.
With a view to respecting this heritage fabric, Wa
In Fong East, Wa In Fong West and Chung Wo
Lane should be designated as area shown as
‘Pedestrian Precinct/Street’ (‘PPS’).

between lots , are government land.  Despite the inclusion of these
government land in the development zones, these areas are not
intended for development and cannot be included in the development
site for PR calculation.  According to the URA’s revitalisation
proposal, existing character of stepped streets and lanes would not be
affected. Given the OZP is intended to show the broad land use
zonings of the area, it is considered not necessary to designate these
lanes as ‘PPS’.

(e) URA will formulate the detailed proposal of the
Community Hub based on the outcome of the
Community Making Study.

(f) URA will preserve the existing trees as far as
possible subject to further discussion with the
local communities, findings of the tree survey
and future design of the Community Hub.

(v) Noted.

(vi) Noted.

2
(Individual)

(a) Support Item A1.

Grounds of Representations

Provide more housing and space in the district.

(i) Noted.

3 to 7
(Central & Western

Concern Group,
Friends of the 30

Houses
Neighbourhood, and

Individuals)

(a) Support Item A1.

(b) Oppose Items A2 to A7.

Grounds of Representations
(c) The area covered by Items A2 to A7 lies at the

heart of a neighbourhood known as ’30 Houses’

(i) Noted.

(ii) Noted.
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

which has a rich history and has retained the old
Chinese tenements built along the stepped streets.
(R3)

(d) Both the community and the Government
recognise the historical significance and heritage
values of the neighbourhood.  Welcome the
Government’s decision to conserve and revitalise
the area. (R3 and R5)

(e) The adjacent PMQ and the Staunton Street Site
present a unique heritage precinct and must be
sensibly preserved. (R4)

(iii) Noted.  URA has commissioned a Community Making Study
(CMS) to assess the need of the community and to develop the
vision and theme for place-making initiatives.  According to URA,
the CMS had adopted a bottom-up approach to gauge community
aspirations on how to renew the study area (i.e. including the
Staunton Street Site and its neighbourhood bounded by Hollywood
Road, Peel Street, Caine Road and Ping On Lane).  The CMS was
completed in June 2019 and various stakeholders, including
residents/tenants, C&WDC members, schools, local concern
groups, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), etc. were
engaged through surveys, interviews, workshops and outreach
events.

(iv) According to URA’s revitalisation proposal, URA would keep all
the existing URA-owned buildings intact and the existing urban
design and street ambience would also be preserved.  These
buildings will be renovated and refurbished for transitional housing
and co-living space on the upper floors, co-working space, social
enterprise and shop and services, etc. on the ground floors.

(f) The BHRs for the area covered by Items A2 to
A5 are too simplistic and did not recognise the
neighbourhood character and individual building
qualities.

(v) The BH of existing buildings in the Staunton Street Site and Wing
Lee Street Site is ranging from 3 to 6 storeys.  The BHR for the two
Sites is determined having regard to the existing BH profile, URA’s
revitalisation proposal, the ownership of the sites, and the planning
intention to preserve the existing character and ambience of the
Wing Lee Street area.  Given the existing buildings within the two
Sites are predominantly 4 storeys, the current BHR of 4 storeys, or
the height of the existing buildings, whichever is the greater for the
“OU(Residential, Institutional and Commercial Uses)” zone is
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

considered appropriate.  As for the BHR of the Representation Site
A5, response (ii) to R1 above is relevant.

(g) The heritage value of the network of lanes,
stepped streets, terraces and open space should be
recognised, and protected from any
development/elevated over-street development.

(vi) Response (iv) to R1 above is relevant.

(h) Change of use may require current building
regulations to be applied which will generally
lead to significant loss of heritage value and
should therefore be avoided.  New uses should be
limited to commercial and some institutional uses
on the ground floor and residential use on the
upper floors. (R5 to R7)

(vii) Noted.  While the Staunton Street (except 88-90Staunton Street) and
Wing Lee Street Site have not been accorded any grading status by
the Antiquities Advisory Board (AAB), URA has indicated in its
revitalisation proposal that they would keep all the existing URA-
owned buildings intact and the existing urban design and street
ambience would also be preserved.  According to the URA’s
proposal, existing buildings will be renovated and refurbished for
transitional housing and co-living space on the upper floors, co-
working space, social enterprise and shop and services, etc. on the
ground floors.  Such intention has been reflected in the
“OU(Residential, Institution and Commercial Uses)” zone where
residential uses are permitted as of right on all floors and
commercial and institutional uses on ground floor only.

(i) A Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA) should be
conducted or a Conservation Management Plan
(CMP) should be prepared to guide the
development of the new building for Item A2 (R3
to R7).

(j) There are no guidelines to ensure that any new
construction and landscaping would not be

(viii) According to the current heritage conservation policy, the HIA
mechanism for capital works projects is not applicable to the
proposed Community Hub.  Besides, for private works project
involving historic buildings within the site, where appropriate,
project proponents will be required to prepare a CMP, which sets
out the general guidelines for preserving heritage and proposing
mitigation measures to minimise the adverse impact to the heritage
within the site.  Given the Representation Site A2 is neither a capital
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

detrimental to the historical fabric of the area.

(k) The OZP should require cautious changes in
landscape design and other services provided by
various government departments to follow policy
or design guidelines from the CMP. (R5 to R7)

works project nor subject to any grading status, both HIA and CMP
are not required to be conducted for the proposed Community Hub.
In view of the graded historic buildings (i.e. 88-90 Staunton Street)
and a new item pending for grading assessment (i.e. steps of Shing
Wong Street) are in the vicinity of the proposed Community Hub,
AMO will advise URA from heritage conservation point of view
when necessary at the building plans submission stage for the
proposed Community Hub.

(l) Given the heritage, cultural, social, landscape and
architectural value of the area, a comprehensive
“area conservation” approach is needed. (R5)

(m) A comprehensive “area conservation” approach
should be implemented which includes
preservation of existing tenement buildings,
appropriate planning controls, retention of
important urban fabric (i.e. stepped streets,
terraces, lanes, open space, mature trees), and
designation of a “historic neighbourhood” status.
(R3, R5)

(n) A conservation policy should be formulated by
referring to the recommendations and best
practices laid out in international charters and
imposing appropriate planning control to
safeguard the heritage value of the area. (R5)

(ix) While the existing tenement buildings within the Staunton Street
Site and Wing Lee Street Site were built more than 60 years ago, it
should be noted that, the Staunton Street Site (except the existing
building at 88-90 Staunton Street) and Wing Lee Street Site are not
historic sites graded by AAB.  While the existing buildings at 88-90
Staunton Street are a Grade-2 historic building, the remaining
buildings have no grading status and there is also no building
pending for assessment by AMO.  In this regard, the “area
conservation” approach for the two Sites is considered not justified
under the prevailing heritage conservation policy.

(o) This OZP amendment is one of the rare cases
where town planning is used for conserving Hong
Kong’s heritage. (R5)

(x) The amendments are to designate appropriate zonings to facilitate
URA’s implementation of its revitalisation proposal and to guide
the future development of sites which are not covered by URA’s
proposal.
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

Representers’ Proposal
(p) To state the special character and heritage values

of the area in the Notes of the OZP.
(xi) Response (ix) above is relevant and it should be noted that the

historical background of the area under the “OU(Residential,
Institutional and Commercial Uses)” zone has already been
included in paragraph 8.6(m) of the ES of the OZP.

(q) To designate the area covered by Items A1 to A4
as “OU” annotated “Historic Neighbourhood”
(“OU(Historic Neighbourhood)”) (R3 and R4)

(xii) Responses (iv) and (ix) above are relevant.  As both the Staunton
Street Site and Wing Lee Street Site (except 88-90 Staunton Street)
have not been accorded any grading status by AAB, there is no
justification to designate the “OU(Historic Neighbourhood” zoning
for the whole area (i.e. area covered by Items A1 to A4).  Besides,
there is no detail (such as planning intention, land use schedule, etc.)
of the proposed “OU(Historic Neighbourhood)” zone for the two
Sites provided in the representations.

(r) To designate Item A5 as “OU” annotated
“Residential, Institutional and Commercial Uses”
(“OU(Residential, Institutional and Commercial
Uses)”) zone with stipulation of BHR of 4
storeys. (R3 and R4)

(xiii) For the Representation Site A5 which is currently zoned as “R(C)”,
all existing buildings in the Representation Site A5 are privately-
owned and do not form part of the URA’s revitalisaiton proposal, it
is considered more appropriate to revert the Representation Site A5
back to the original zoning of “R(C)” before its incorporation into
the DSP in 2003, in order to respect the character of the terraced
area at Wa In Fong East.  Response (ii) to R1 above is relevant.

(s) To designate Wa In Fong East, Wa In Fong West
and Chung Wo Lane as an area shown as ‘PPS’.

(xiv) Response (iv) to R1 above is relevant.  Hence, the representers’
proposal is not supported.

(t) To stipulate the BHRs of the area covered by
Items A3 to A5 as existing BH in terms of
number of storeys and absolute BH.

(xv) Response (v) above is relevant.  If the BHR is restricted to the
existing BH, buildings which are currently of 3 storeys in height
(i.e. buildings along Shing Wong Street and Wa In Fong West)
would be affected.  Among them, two buildings are not owned by
URA.   Hence, the representers’ proposal will further constrain the
development potential of these privately-owned buildings even
though they are not subject to URA’s revitalisation proposal  Hence,
the current BHR of 4 storeys is considered to have struck a balance
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

between the need for revitalising the building clusters with special
character and urban fabric and the private development right.

(u) To stipulate the BHR of 3 storeys and include the
requirements of provision of at least 135m2 of at-
grade open space and preservation of existing
trees for Item A2.

(xvi) Response (v) above is relevant.  Representation Site A2 is a vacant
land with 3 different levels. The buildings on site owned by URA
were demolished due to their poor building conditions.  The land is
currently vacant and fenced off. the BHR of the proposed
Community Hub with 4 storeys is considered appropriate, having
considered the current height profile of the nearby buildings in both
the Staunton Street Site and Wing Lee Street Site which are ranging
from 3 to 6 storeys, and 4 storeys is the dominant height profile in
the surrounding area. The BHR of 4 storeys is to allow for design
flexibility and more floor space for community uses in future.  As
reflected in the preliminary findings of the URA’s CMS report,
stakeholders of the neighbourhood have various aspirations for the
future development of the area, including a place for community
and social facilities and activities, a place for leisure and wellness
and a place for social education.  If BHR is restricted to 3 storeys, it
would limit the floor space of the proposed Community Hub which
is intended to serve the local community’s needs.

(xvii) On the proposal to require all 135m2 to be provided at-grade at the
Representation Site A2, given the limited site area of about 452m2,
if the open space of 135m2 is to be provided at-grade, it would limit
the design flexibility of the proposed Community Hub in particular
the ground floor space for community uses.   Moreover, in view of
the current provision of open space in the district, the current
requirement of a public open space of not less than 135m2 (with not
less than 90m2 shall be provided at-grade) has struck a balance
between the demand for more at grade local open space and
community facilities in the area.

(xviii) As for the preservation of the existing trees, it should be noted that
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

all of them are commonly found species in the district (none of them
is distinguished as Old and Valuable Trees by the Government).  As
mentioned in URA’s representation (item (f) of R1), URA will
preserve the existing trees as far as possible subject to further
discussion with the local communities, findings of the tree survey
and future design of the proposed Community Hub.

(v) To designate Items A6 and A7 and the public
sitting-out area of Item A5 to “Open Space”
(“O”).

(xix) The Representation Site A6 is a slope and the Representation Site
A7 is a small strip of vacant land.  As the two representation sites
are currently under private ownership and not conducive to open
space development, there is no justification for zoning them as “O”.

(xx) On the proposal of zoning the Chung Wo Lane sitting-out area of
about 40m2 as “O”, the sitting-out area is currently managed and
maintained by the Government.  It is a piece of government land
and is not intended for other development, even though it is included
in the “R(C)” zone.  Given the OZP is intended to show the broad
land use zonings of the area, zoning the Chung Wo Lane sitting-out
area as “O” is considered not necessary.

8 (part)
(Individual)

(a) Support Items A1 to A4 in principle, while the
planning intention has to be considered with
regard to the overall planning for the area.

(b) Oppose Item B.

Grounds of Representations
(c) Support the views from R5 regarding Items A2

to A7.

(i) Noted.

(ii) Responses to R3 to R7 above in relation to R5 are relevant.

(d) The open space provision requirement under
Item A2 is insufficient, while there is a deficit of

(iii) According to the requirement of Hong Kong Planning Standards
and Guidelines, there is an overall surplus provision of existing and
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

local open space in the area. planned open space of 15.66ha and 17.43ha from the district council
perspective with a planned population of 261,455.  Notwithstanding
that, for the area covered by the Sai Ying Pun & Sheung Wan OZP,
there is an overall deficit in the provision of existing and planned
open space by 4.01ha and 4.61ha.  Despite the deficit, the provision
of local open space has been increased in recent years, which
includes the public open space provided at the URA Yu Lok
Lane/Centre Street development (about 1,303m2) and the Former
Central Police Station Compound (Tai Kwun) (about 3,430m2),
some smaller open spaces and sitting-out areas in other parts of Sai
Ying Pun and Sheung Wan area (about 256m2), as well as the
planned open space of not less than 135m2 under the Representation
Site A2.  Given the limited site area of about 452m2, the current
requirement of a public open space of not less than 135m2 (with not
less than 90m2 shall be provided at-grade) has struck a balance
between the demand for more at grade local open space and
community facilities in the area.

(e) No justification to further increase the BHR of
the development under Item B, and the promised
stepping height profile is abandoned.

(iv) The Representation Site B is an existing residential development
with a BH of 137.05mPD.  It is located within the BH band of
150mPD on the OZP.  Given that it has a site level of about
49.1mPD, a BHR of 150mPD which allows about 100m absolute
BH is considered appropriate and in line with the stepped height
concept adopted in the OZP to preserve the view to the ridgeline and
from the Peak to the Victoria Harbour.  There is no planning
justification to impose a more stringent BHR for the Representation
Site B.

9
(Individual)

(i) Oppose Items A2 to A7.

Grounds of Representations
(ii) Disagree with the BHRs of 4 storeys and most of

the existing buildings are less than 4 storeys.
(i) Response (v) to R3 to R7 above is relevant.
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

(iii) The existing lanes and stepped streets, which are
the most precious part in the area, were not
identified in the amendments.

(ii) Response (iv) to R1 above is relevant.

(iv) Disagree with the rezoning the Government land
and open space covered by Item A5 to “R(C)”, as
these areas are for public use.

(iii) Response (xiii) to R3 to R7 above is relevant.

(v) The tenement buildings in the area are very
precious. The area has a rich history and is not
suitable for high density development, it should
be retained as its original landscape.

(iv) Noted.  Responses (iii) and (iv) to R3 to R7 above are relevant.

Representers’ Proposal
(vi) To stipulate the BHRs of the area covered by

Items A2 to A4 as existing BH.
(v) Responses (xv) and (xvi) to R3 to R7 above is relevant.  The

representers’ proposal is not supported.

(vii) BHR of Item B should be the same as the existing
BH

(vi) Response (iv) to R8(part) above is relevant. The representers’
proposal is not supported.

(viii) The network of steps and lanes covered by Items
A2 to A7 should be designated as area shown as
‘PPS’.

(vii) Response (iv) to R1 above is relevant.  The representers’ proposal
is not supported.

10
(Ng Hoi Yan,

Bonnie, Central &

(a) Oppose Items A2 to A7.

Grounds of Representations
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

Western District
Council Member)

(b) There are a number of historical structures and
monuments in the area.

(i) Noted.

(c) To set up a ‘historical hub’ and preserve open
space.

(ii) Responses (ix) to R3 to R7 above is relevant.  For preserving the
Chung Wo Lane sitting-out area, Response (xx) to R3 to R7 above
is relevant.

11 and 12
(Expert Charter

Limited, and Union
Loyal Development

Limited)

(a) Oppose the BHR of Item A4

Grounds of Representations
(b) The need to impose a BHR of 4 storeys is not

properly demonstrated and has not been carefully
considered and balanced against other factors
including urban renewal incentive by private
sectors, deprivation of private development
rights, and the adoption of mPD for the BHR.

(c) Imposition of the BHR cannot effectively
preserve the ambience and character of the Wing
Lee Street as it frustrates the revitalisation efforts
by the private sector, given there is insufficient
incentive to upgrade/redevelop the existing
buildings.

(d) The proposed BHR is inflexible and too
stringent, which frustrates the urban renewal and
revitalisation of Wing Lee Street by the private
sector, and does not maximise the land use
efficiency.

(e) The proposed BHR caters for URA only, while
deprives development rights of other private
owners under the Building (Planning)

(i) During the planning process of the project, there was a general
public view in 2009 that the tenement buildings at Wing Lee Street
were regarded as historically valuable and deserved conservation.
In this regard, URA suggested to preserve the tenement buildings at
Wing Lee Street and proposed to excise the Wing Lee Street from
the DSP in March 2010.  To assist the Board’s consideration of the
excision of Site A, URA submitted additional information on the
suggested alternative approach, including its implication on the
affected owners and tenants, structural conditions of the existing
buildings at Wing Lee Street, and the cost involved in rehabilitation
of the buildings.  In January 2011, having regard to the additional
information submitted by URA, the Board considered that instead
of ‘complete preservation’ of all the buildings which would involve
substantial preservation cost, the planning intention should be to
preserve the existing character and ambience of Wing Lee Street.

(ii) Having noted that the tenement buildings at Wing Lee Street, prior
to the incorporation of URA’s redevelopment project was zoned
“R(C)” with a plot ratio (PR) restriction of 5 and BHR of 12 storeys,
the Board agreed to designate the Wing Lee Street Site  as “CDA”
zone on the OZP, with due regard to the planning intention to
preserve the existing character and ambience of Wing Lee Street,
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

Regulations (B(P)R) of the Buildings Ordinance.

(f) The current BHR has restricted the owners from
attaining the permitted developable potential
under the B(P)R.  It is more appropriate to adopt
metres above Principal Datum (mPD) when
imposing BHR for the Wing Lee Street area,
BHR in mPD allows greater flexibility for lot
owners to achieve the maximum development
potential.  A minimum of 5 storeys is required to
fully utilise the development potential under the
B(P)R.

(g) It is considered that adding new structures while
retaining the facades is an option to encourage
more private-led conservation and revitalisation
initiatives.

(h) Relaxation of BHR and preservation of existing
façade of the tenement buildings enable owners
to maximise the development potential, while
preserving the heritage landscape and ambience
of the area.

and to provide suitable flexibility in the zoning mechanism while
retaining appropriate zoning control over
development/redevelopment.  The Board also agreed to impose a
BHR of 4 storeys for the “CDA” zone to reflect and contain the
existing height (i.e. 4 storeys) of the tenement buildings at Wing
Lee Street, with a view to striking a balance between community
aspirations for preserving the area and the private development
rights.

(iii) R11 and R12 claimed that a BHR of 160mPD or 5 storeys is
required to achieve the maximum development potential for the site
at 10 and 11 Wing Lee Street under the B(P)R .  The current BHR
of 4 storeys for the Wing Lee Street Site is considered appropriate
as it would ensure that any development/redevelopment of the
existing buildings in the area would meet the planning intention for
preserving existing character and ambience of the Wing Lee Street.
The current BHR of 4 storeys has already struck a balance between
community aspirations for preserving the area and the private
development rights.  Therefore, relaxation of the BHR for the Wing
Lee Street Site to 160mPD as proposed by R11 and R12 is not
supported as it would not only jeopardise the planning intention of
the area, but also encourage out-of-context development at Wing
Lee Street Site.  Besides, the representers have not demonstrated
whether the proposed relaxation of BHR for the Wing Lee Street
Site would not have any adverse traffic, visual, air ventilation and
environmental impacts on the surrounding area.

(i) Relaxation of BHR will not cause any adverse
visual and air ventilation impacts.  The
representers’ proposal will benefit the public in
terms of providing incentives for urban renewal
and revitalisation in the district, encouraging
urban renewal by private owners and providing

(iv) The relaxation of BHR to 160mPD or removal of BHR would
encourage out-of-context development and destroy the existing
low-rise character of the area, which is not in line with the planning
intention for the area under the current zoning.  The representers
have also not conducted any technical assessments to demonstrate
whether the relaxation of BHR for Wing Lee Street Site would cause
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Representation No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-) Subject of Representation Response to Representations

design flexibility to accommodate development
potential while conserving the urban fabric and
minimising the perceivable changes at the
pedestrian level.

any adverse traffic, visual, air ventilation and environmental
impacts on the surrounding area.

Representers’ Proposal
(j) To relax the BHR of Item A4 to 160mPD or to

remove the BHR entirely.

(k) To incorporate a clause in the ES of the OZP to
retain the existing façade of the tenement
buildings.

(l) To stipulate a tower setback line of 2m from
Wing Lee Street.

(v) Responses (i) to (iv) above are relevant.  There is no planning
justification for the proposed relaxation of BHR or proposed
revisions to the ES of the OZP.

(vi) Given the relaxation of BHR is not justified and not supported, the
proposal of retaining the façade of the existing buildings with the
provision of a tower setback of 2m from Wing Lee Street is also not
supported.
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(2) The 5 comments (TPB/R/H3/33/33-C1 to C5) are submitted by two representers themselves (R3 and R5) and individuals.  The grounds of the commenters,
as well as PlanD’s responses are summarised below:

Comment No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-)

Related
Representation

Gist of Comments Response to Comments

C1
(Central & Western

Concern Group)

R1 (a) Agree with the representation that the BHRs should be the
existing BH, Wa In Fong East, Wa In Fong West and Chung Wo
Lane to be designated as an area shown as ‘PPS’.

(i) Responses (iv) to R1 and (v)
to R3 to R7 above are
relevant.

(b) The existing open space and trees should be retained for public
benefits and enjoyment.

(ii) Responses (xvii), (xviii) and
(xx) to R3 to R7 above are
relevant.

R11 and R12 (c) Oppose relaxing the BHR to 160mPD or removal of BHR.

(d) The proposed height is too high and will make the building
unacceptably dese and uncomfortable.

(e) Air ventilation will be adversely affected.

(iii) Response (iii) to R11 and R12
above is relevant.

C2
(The Friends of the

30 Houses
Neighbourhood)

R1 (a) The representation lacks details, specificity and justifications for
all the proposed OZP amendments.

(b) URA should consider all OZP amendments from heritage
conservation and community-making points of view.

(i) Noted.

R11 and 12 (c) Oppose the representation as it is in conflict with the
Government’s policy to preserve the character of neighbourhood
and severely threatens the heritage value of the neighbourhood.

(ii) Response (iii) to R11 and
R12 is relevant.

(d) Retaining the existing facades is a poor method of heritage
conservation that has to be avoided.

(iii) Noted.

C3 Nil (a) There are strong public objections to the amendments. (i) Noted



15

Comment No.
(TPB/R/S/H3/33-)

Related
Representation

Gist of Comments Response to Comments

(Individual) (b) The community wants to preserve the historic and cultural
elements of the area.

(ii) Responses (iii) and (iv) to R3
to R7 above are relevant.

C4
(Individual)

R1 (a) Oppose the representation.

(b) High-density development will destroy historical buildings a
cultural environment, and cause poor light penetration, noise, and
traffic nuisance in the neighbourhood.

(i) Noted.

(ii) Responses (iii) and (iv) to R3
to R7 above are relevant.

C5
(Individual)

R2 (c) Oppose the representation.

(d) The buildings are part of the Hong Kong heritage.

(i) Noted.

(ii) Responses (iii) and (iv) to R3
to R7 above are relevant.
























































































